IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

RUTH DETTMAN . CGVIL ACTION
V.

Cl GNA GROUP | NSURANCE, LI FE | NSURANCE

COVPANY COF NORTH AMERI CA, STATE FARM

| NSURANCE COWVPANY, KENNETH O BRI EN, and
STEPHANI E BASS : NO 98-4838

VEMORANDUM AND ORDER

HUTTON, J. April 15, 1999

Presently before the Court are Defendant State Farm
| nsurance Conpany’s Mtion to Dismss (Docket No. 12). For the

reasons stated below, the Defendant’s notion is DEN ED.

| . BACKGROUND

The Plaintiff, Ruth Dettman, alleges the follow ng facts
in her conplaint. The State Farm G oup Long TermDi sability Policy
(“LTD Plan”) is an Enpl oyee Benefit Plan as that termis defined in
t he Enpl oyee Retirenent |Inconme Security Act of 1974 (ERISA). The
LTD Pl an provi des for the paynment of benefits to eligible enpl oyees
who cannot work in any “substantial gainful occupation” for which
t he enpl oyee nmay reasonably becone qualified based on his or her
education, training, or experience. Defendant State Farml nsurance
Conpany (“State Farni) is the LTD Plan’s Adm ni strator as that term

i s defined under ERI SA



Def endant Life Insurance Conpany of North Anerica
(“LINA") issued the LTD Plan to State Farm The LTD Plan is
adm ni stered pursuant to a State Farm Enpl oyee Manual. The State
Farm Enpl oyee Manual designates the State Farm as Plan
Adm ni strator as that termis defined in ER SA

In the instant action, the Plaintiff alleges that her
long termdisability benefits pursuant to the LTD Pl an were wongly
termnated. On March 15, 1999, the Defendant State Farmfiled a

nmotion to dismss. The Plaintiff failed to respond to this notion.

I'l. STANDARD

Federal Rule of Cvil Procedure 8(a) requires that a
plaintiff’s conplaint set forth “a short and pl ain statenent of the
claim showing that the pleader is entitled to relief.” Fed. R
Cv. P. 8(a)(2). Accordingly, the plaintiff does not have to “set
out in detail the facts upon which he bases his claim” Conley v.
G bson, 355 U. S. 41, 47 (1957). 1In other words, the plaintiff need
only to “give the defendant fair notice of what the plaintiff’s
claimis and the grounds upon which it rests.” |d.

When considering a notion to dismss a conplaint for
failure to state a claim under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure

12(b)(6),* this Court nust “accept as true the facts alleged in the

! Rule 12(b)(6) states as foll ows:

Every defense, in law or fact, to a claimfor relief in
any pleading . . . shall be asserted in the responsive

(continued...)



conplaint and all reasonable inferences that can be drawn from

them” Mrkowtz v. Northeast Land Co., 906 F.2d 100, 103 (3d G r.

1990). The Court will only dismss the conplaint if ““it is clear
that no relief could be granted under any set of facts that could

be proved consistent with the allegations.’” HJ. Inc. v.

Nort hwestern Bell Tel. Co., 492 U S. 229, 249-50 (1989) (quoting

Hi shon v. King & Spalding, 467 U.S. 69, 73 (1984)).

1. D SCUSSI ON

The only argunent set forth in the notion to dismss is
that the Court should dismss State Farmas a defendant because it
del egated its fiduciary responsibilities to LINA under the LTD
Plan. State Farmclains that ERISA permits a fiduciary to del egate
its fiduciary responsibilities and it did so. Thus, according to
State Farm it “cannot be found liable for any all eged breaches of
fiduciary duty in this case because it has no fiduciary
responsibility for clainms adm ni stration and appeals.” Def.’'s Mt.
to Dismss at 6.

The Court cannot conclude that State Farm del egated al
of its fiduciary responsibilities under the LTD Pl an at the notion

to dism ss stage. Wile State Farmmay have i ndeed del egat ed t hese

'(...continued)

pl eading thereto if one is required, except that the
foll owi ng defenses may at the option of the pleader be
made by nmotion: . . . (6) failure to state a clai mupon
which relief can be granted . .

Fed. R Gv. P. 12(b)(6).



responsibilities to LINA, the Plaintiff alleges in her conplaint--
and this Court nust accept-- that State Farm is the Plan
Adm ni strator under ERI SA. |ndeed, the State Farm Enpl oyee Manual
al so designates State Farmas the Pl an Adm ni strator. Furthernore,
while State Farmasks this Court to convert the notion into one for
summary judgnent in order to consider matters outside the
conplaint, the Court finds that it would be inproper to do so at
this early stage of the litigation. Accordingly, the Court denies
t he Defendant’ s noti on.

An appropriate Order follows.



IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

RUTH DETTMAN . aVIL ACTI ON
V.

Cl GNA GROUP | NSURANCE, LI FE | NSURANCE

COVPANY OF NORTH AMERI CA, STATE FARM :

| NSURANCE COMPANY, KENNETH O BRI EN, and :

STEPHANI E BASS : NO 98-4838

ORDER

AND NOW this 15t h day of April, 1999, wupon
consideration of the Defendant State Farm Insurance Conpany’s
Motion to Dismss (Docket No. 12), IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the

Def endant’s notion i s DEN ED

BY THE COURT:

HERBERT J. HUTTON, J.



